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The resolution, as amended, was then carried.

Mr Shivdasani's resolution for a committee to consider and report which
Government officers were responsible for the injustice done to^the Bardoli people
and to suggest steps to deal with such officers, was ultimately withdrawn.

Fuleli Canal Improvement*

On the 2nd. AUGUST, after interpellations, Sir G. Hidayatullah moved
for a supplementary grant of Rs. 7,42,000 for improvements to the ^ Fuleli
Canal system. A statement in the "demand"- showed that a provision of
Rs. 10,00,000 for improvements to the Fuleli Canal system was made ^in the
current year's budget, but as some members required further information on
certain points, the provisions were temporarily withdrawn by the Government at
the last session, with the intention of bringing it again before the Council. The
Government adhered to the opinion, expressed previously, that the scheme was
absolutely necessary for safeguarding the interests of Zemindars in Fuleli tract after
the barrage canals would begin to operate.

Mr. Nariman, rising on a point of order, observed that^ the demand had
been once withdrawn from the Budget and it could not be again brought in as a
supplementary grant according to Rule 32.

Sir. G. Hidayatullah, General Member, replied that he had postponed it in
response to the wishes of the House. He referred to the speech of Mr, Jairamdas
Doulatram agreeing to the postponement.

Mr. Nariman intervening said that Mr. Jairamdas was not the President of
the Council. Mr, Nariman, continuing, pointed out that two things were
essential for a supplementary grant, first that it should be for a new service
and secondly it should not have been contemplated in the Budget. In this
particular case, both the essentials were absent

Mr. Pahaljani then quoted Sir Ibrahim Rahimtullah's ruling in 1925, in similar
circumstances, that an item once withdrawn could not be brought in as a sup-
lementary grant.

Mr. Pradhan, Finance Member, contended that the whole grant was com-
posed of several items. The present item was one of them, and it was omit-
ted at the last session, and therefore it could be asked for again whether it had been
postponed or withdrawn.

The President: So far as the technical side is concerned, I want to read care*
fully all the speeches.

The business of the Council was then practically suspended for an hour, after
which the President gave his ruling.

The President observed that as regards Sir Ibrahim Rahimtullah's ruling, the
circumstances were practically the same, but the members made a special
recommendation to the General Member to come to a compromise with the per-
mission of the House and to bring the demand after some months. None of the
sections quoted by Mr. Nariman or the Leader of the House helped him. The
burden was thrown on the Speaker. He did not think that he was laying aside his
predecessor's ruling. Concluding, he said, that in view of the wishes expressed
by various members at the last Budget session that it should be brought within
6 months, he would allow the supplementary grant demand as being in order.

Mr. Nariman then raised a second point of order. He said that it arose
out of the replies to Mr. Swaminarayan's questions. One of the principal rules
observed in public bodies was that an interested party should not be allowed to play
a double role in public service. The party interested in the subject matter, Sir G.
Hidayatullah, held in partnership 640 acres in the Fuleli Canal area. Concluding
Mr. Nariman observed that the result of the scheme accelerated the value of the
land and directly benefited the General Member.

The President in giving his ruling observed -that the point of order was
cleverly brought. If the speaker accepted it' as a principle, many practical diffi-
culties would arise, * The General Member x:ould not have anticipated the effect of
the scheme when he bought the lands.                 '                                            '